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Abstract 
The Department of Education in the Australian state of Queensland promotes inclusiveness and 
states a commitment to all students achieving to their full potential (Inclusive Learning, 2004, 
p.17).  Paradoxically, comprehensive review and analysis of Queensland Government education 
department policy (Ascertainment Procedures, 2002; Defining Students with Disabilities, 2001; 
Inclusive Education: Students with Disabilities, 2004; Ministerial Taskforce on Inclusive 
Education, 2004), indicates the vision of inclusive education is subordinate to the problematic of 
‘inclusion as calculus’ (Ware, 2002, p.149), as demonstrated by Queensland’s preoccupation with 
the logistics of placing and resourcing disabled children in mainstream schools.   
The aim of this paper is to begin to consider the implications of conceptualising inclusive 
education via such limited notions of inclusion, by questioning what effects the practices involved 
might have upon those children whose difference remains outside institutionally “recognised” 
forms of Otherness1.  Interestingly the psychiatric category at the foci of this discussion, Attention 
Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder or “ADHD”, is not recognised within either the learning disability 
or disability categories eligible for educational support in the state of Queensland.  Such avoidance 
through the non-recognition of ADHD/behaviour disorder is remarkable given that the diagnostic 
rate of ADHD is increasing across all states in Australia at an exponential rate (Davis et al., 2001; 
OECD, 2003; Prosser et al., 2002; Swan, 2000), as is the concomitant prescription rate for 
stimulant medication (Mackey & Kopras, 2001).  It appears then that any role schooling plays in 
the psycho-pathologisation of children (Panksepp, 1998; Thomas & Glenny, 2000) is, at least in 
the Queensland context, implicit in nature since there is no formal identification process similar to 
those for identifying and classifying disability (Ascertainment Procedures, 2002; EAP, 2004) or 
learning disability (Appraisement Intervention, 2001), to which one can attribute responsibility for 
locating ADHD/behaviour disorder in Queensland school children.  Utilising a conceptual 
framework derived from the work of Foucault, this paper engages with this problematic to 
question what processes and practices might inform the construction of “disorderly” schooling 
identities and further, may work to legitimise the differential treatment of such children within the 
Queensland educational context.   
Declaring Latitude 
This paper is derived from the author’s current doctoral study, which aims to interrogate the 
construction of Otherness and differential treatment of children presenting with problematic 
behaviour in schools.  It does not, however, seek to contribute to arguments that debate the ‘truth’ 
of ADHD (Armstrong, 1996; Laurence & McCallum, 1998) or argue that “behaviour 
disorderedness” is purely a psychosocial construct (Conrad, 1975). Instead, I take the Foucaultian 
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position that is not necessary to engage in ‘a battle “on behalf” of the truth’ by debating ‘the 
philosophical presuppositions that may lie within’ that truth nor the ‘epistemological foundations 
that may legitimate it’ (Foucault, 1972, p.205).  Foucault maintains that to ‘tackle the ideological 
function of a science in order to reveal and modify it’, one should ‘question it as a discursive 
formation’ (Foucault, 1972, p.205), which involves mapping the system by which particular 
objects are formed and the types of enunciations implicated (Foucault, 1972).  I take this to mean 
that instead of engaging in a battle of truth and fiction with the human sciences as to the existence 
of “ADHD” or “behaviour disorderedness”, my purpose is to consider not whether 
ADHD/behaviour disorder is true but how its objects might become formed; that is, how is this 
particular difference articulated and brought to attention and what might be the ‘effects in the real’ 
(Foucault, 1980a, p.237). 
Establishing Longitude 
In using a poststructural lens, my theoretical viewpoint necessarily casts a different light upon the 
“problem” of child behaviour in schools.  Foucaultian research is not about detective work, 
finding the bad guys or some essential and verifiable “truth” (Harwood, 2000, p.61).  It is about 
problematising taken-for-granted practices and assumptions by looking at them differently but not 
to validate what is already there nor proclaim ‘what is to be done’ (Foucault, 1980a, p.235).  The 
value of a Foucaultian interrogation of pedagogical policy and practice is that, whilst it might 
appear negative or pessimistic, through its consideration of power-relations and understanding of 
power as diffuse and not a possession wielded by the strong unto the weak, it opens up 
possibilities for a more detailed consideration of the multiple influences at work within the 
complex mechanics of schooling.  As Foucault maintains, 
Power is employed and exercised through a net-like organisation.  And not only do 
individuals circulate between its threads; they are always in the position of simultaneously 
undergoing and exercising this power.  They are not only its inert or consenting target; 
they are also the elements of its articulation.  (Foucault, 1980b, p.98)   
Correspondingly, Foucaultian work ‘makes the effort to look directly at what people do, without 
taking anything for granted, without presupposing the existence of any goal, material cause or 
ideology’ (Tamboukou, 1999, p.209).  The researcher looks to the present as an effect of 
‘strategies, plays of domination and the struggle of forces’, not to the ‘tactics of individuals’ 
(Tamboukou, 1999, p.210).  Indeed as Foucault states, ‘the individual… is not the vis-à-vis of 
power; it is, I believe, one of its prime effects.  The individual is an effect of power, and at the 
same time … its vehicle’ (original emphasis, Foucault, 1980b, p.98).   
Therefore in the context of a Foucaultian analysis of pedagogical policy and practice, departmental 
and teacher intent whether good, bad or indifferent is relatively immaterial for, as Saltmarsh & 
Youdell argue, ‘[m]ade subject and subjected through discourse, the subject can act with intent, 
but cannot ensure or secure the constitutive force of his/her discursive practices’ (Saltmarsh & 
Youdell, 2004, p.357).  Therefore, of interest is not simply what teachers or institutions intend to 
do but ‘what they do does’ (Foucault cited in Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982, p.187) and how these 
effects come about.  This then, does not equate to an educational witch-hunt for the ‘secret 
motivations’ (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982, p.187) behind the actions of a ‘rationally autonomous 
subject’ (Marshall, 1990, p.15).  Instead, it is an interpretive analysis that seeks to understand what 
might be the incidental effects of practices conceived in the interplay between disciplinary 
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technologies derived from complex power-relations and discourses that effectively ‘construct what 
it is possible to think’ (Fendler, 2003, p.21).     
Thus individual actions, whilst accompanied by ‘a high degree of conscious decision making, 
planning, plotting and coordination of political activity’ (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982, p.l87), do not 
necessarily achieve the results planned.  This includes policy, oft regarded as an ultimate arbiter, 
however, policy is but one thread or aspect of a “problem” and policy intent can be melded at the 
level of the school through interpretation and implementation (Goodwin, 1996).  As Ball 
maintains, ‘policy texts enter rather than simply change power relations’ and their effects are ‘the 
outcome of conflict and struggle between “interests” in context’ (original emphasis, Ball, 1993, 
p.13).  These interests are negotiated in a circular fashion through discourses that both inform and 
become informed by policy, and thus, together, policy and discourses act as interdependent 
domains of intelligibility through which we constitute pedagogical practice.  Practice then, is 
where analysis must begin ‘[f]or it is the practices, focused in technologies and innumerable 
separate localizations, which literally embody what the analyst is seeking to understand’ (Dreyfus 
& Rabinow, 1982, p.187). 
There is a logic to the practices.  There is a push towards a strategic objective, but no one 
is pushing.  The objective emerged historically, taking particular forms and encountering 
specific obstacles, conditions and resistances.  Will and calculation were involved.  The 
overall effect, however, escaped the actors’ intentions, as well as those of anybody else.  
(emphasis added, Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982, p.187) 
Hence, in questioning the construction of the “behaviourally disordered” schoolchild as a 
discursive formation, one must attempt to ‘disentangle the complex web of related practices and 
apparatuses’ (Walkerdine, 1984, p.162) in order to appreciate the messy interplay between the 
discursive and the technological. 
Tracing the Co-ordinates 
Using poststructural theory, I interrogate Education Queensland resourcing mechanisms and 
assessment practices as interlocking threads within a textual fabric bound together by institutional 
and deficit discourses.   The intersection of these threads or ‘lines of enunciation and visibility’ 
(Deleuze, 1992) creates disciplinary spaces which operate, in Foucaultian terms, as categorical 
grids of specification (Luke, 2001).  When engaging with Foucault’s metaphor of a 
discursive/technological grid, Scheurich (1997) discusses the construction and recognition of a 
problematic group occurring within what he describes as a ‘grid of social regularities’ (Scheurich, 
1997, pp.98, 107).  Importantly, Scheurich describes this grid as ‘both epistemological and 
ontological; [for] it constitutes both who the problem group is and how the group is seen or known 
as a problem’ (Scheurich, 1997, p.107).   
However, when Foucault argues that ‘power must be analysed as something that circulates… 
through a net-like organisation’ (Foucault, 1980b, p.98), this suggests a more flexible, 
encompassing structure than that implied by the metaphor of a grid.  So instead, I imagine a 
tangled net constructed with many intersecting threads, which is woven tight enough to capture an 
object but allows permeability for the non-object to pass through.  Following Scheurich’s 
suggestion of epistemological and ontological actions, in figure 1 below, I untangle and position 
these intersecting threads diagrammatically as axes.  First, a vertical axis, which I call 
“Enunciating Otherness” - depicting pedagogical discourses or discursive practices as enunciations 
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(Foucault, 1972) that determine whom the problem group is (Scheurich, 1997).  Then, a horizontal 
axis which I call “Objectifying Otherness” – representing institutional policies and mechanisms as 
disciplinary technologies (Foucault, 1983) or ‘regimes of light’ (Deleuze, 1992) that illuminate 
certain particularities and formulate how the group is seen or known as a problem (Scheurich, 
1997). 
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   Figure 1.  Tracing intersecting threads in a pedagogical net 
 
As a methodological metaphor this is consistent with Foucault’s suggestion to tackle truth by 
questioning it as discursive formation.  Here, the Enunciating Otherness Axis interrogates 
enunciations or discourses that speak to particular “truths” and the Objectifying Otherness Axis 
examines the institutional practices and mechanisms that intersect with the productive power of 
those discourses to produce ‘a system of formation’ (Foucault, 1972, p.205) of certain truth-
objects.   
Demarcating “Normality” through Normalising Judgement 
This brings me to the first thread on my net where I ponder how it is that something for which 
there is no reliable definition nevertheless becomes defined through the deployment of 
normalising judgement (Foucault, 1977).  According to Foucault, the normative project ‘is an 
element on the basis of which a certain exercise of power is founded and legitimised’ (Foucault, 
1975, p.50), introducing a ‘principal of both qualification and correction’ (Ibid).  The “norm” 
defines the boundaries of normality (Macherey, 1992) but being persuasively ‘linked to a positive 
technique of intervention and transformation’ (Foucault, 1975, p.50) normative pedagogical 
practices are reified because they are predicated as benevolent responses to individual “need” 
(Thomas & Glenny, 2000).  Disturbingly, this problematic was raised by Walkerdine (1984) over 
twenty years ago, when she argued that developmental psychological principals had already 
become so taken-for-granted that it was ‘difficult to see precisely what could be questionable 
about them’ (Walkerdine, 1984, p.155). 
As educationalists have become so used to thinking in terms of the “norm” and categorising 
educational endeavour according to bell-curves and developmental age/stage theory (Krause et al., 
2003), it can be unsettling to acknowledge that the “norm” is a fiction.  It is, however, a man-made 
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grid of intelligibility that attributes value to culturally specific performances and in doing so, 
privileges particular ways of being.  Although predicated as natural and true the rule of the norm is 
statistically derived, negating the diversity to be found within nature and the naturalness of 
diversity.  As Ewald (1992) argues, ‘It is not the exception that proves the rule.  Rather, the 
exception is within the rule’ (emphasis added, Ewald, 1992, p.173).  Similarly, and as Walkerdine 
maintains,  
In this sense developmental (as other) psychology is productive: its positive effects lie in 
its production of practices of science and pedagogy.  It is not a distortion of a real object 
‘the developing child’ which could be better understood in terms of a radical 
developmental psychology, for the very reason that it is developmental psychology itself 
which produces the particular form of naturalized development of capacities as its object.  
The practices of production can, therefore, be understood as productive of subject-
positions themselves.  (emphasis added, Walkerdine, 1984, p.163-164). 
Therefore, educational “norms” within pedagogical practices informed by developmental 
psychology do not just delineate notions of what it is to be a “normal” school child.  In articulating 
developmental stages or phases, normative standards and practices also constitute the “not-
normal”.  Through the articulation and illumination of “normal” development and academic 
achievement, non-achievement is viewed as ‘a lack’ (Foucault, 1972, p.124) in need of 
remediation/support/cure in the form of ‘correct training’ (Foucault, 1975, 1977, 1984a), where 
the abnormal is extricated from the shadow of the normal and becomes subject to an 
‘uninterrupted play of calculated gazes’ (Foucault, 1977, p.177).  The norm derived from 
psychological knowledge works to construct the ab/normal binary from which we draw 
conclusions about the nature, characters and aptitudes of individual school children.  Foucault 
describes this kind of exercise as ‘binary division and branding’ (Foucault, 1977, p.199), which 
enabling differentiation and treatment thus providing a point of application for disciplinary power 
and the accumulation and exercise of psychological knowledge. 
The “norm” produces a particular reality.  It produces domains through normative discursive 
practices that affirm or negate particular ways of being.   However, given that the “norm” is a 
concept or law of man and not a rule of nature, it can thus be interrogated ‘in relationship with the 
processes that bring it into being’ (Macherey, 1992, p.188).  The imposition and effects of the law 
of the norm can be interpreted through those mechanisms by which we attribute names, designate 
subjects (Macherey, 1992) and assign them to spaces ‘already set out in a precisely circumscribed 
domain of legitimacy’ (Macherey, 1992, p.183), within schooling as a field of application that 
both produces the norm and perpetuates this domain as a grid of intelligibility. 
The measurement of normality is a game of averages but a game that constructs ‘winners and 
losers’ (Saltmarsh & Youdell, 2004).  To consider how this particular game of truth (Foucault, 
1980a) might be played in the Queensland context, the remainder of this paper seeks to interrogate 
mechanisms that one could argue are complicit in the attribution of names, designation of subjects 
and assignment of spaces within and of the field of schooling that both produces norms and 
perpetuates normative practices as grids of intelligibility.  As such, I discuss pedagogical 
mechanisms used within the Queensland system of education that function by way of normalising 
judgement2. 
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The Developmental Continua & Year 2 Diagnostic Net   
There is no definitive model of “normal”, because there is no singular manifestation of either 
normal or abnormal.  Not only is “normal” typically described by what it is not but what it is to 
“be normal” is defined through its juxtaposition with minority ways of being that subsequently 
come to be known as Other.  As Thompson (1997) declares, ‘without the pathological to give form 
to the normal, the taxonomies of bodily value that underlie political, social and economic 
arrangements would collapse’ (Thompson, 1997, p.20 in Watts & Erevelles, 2004, p.274).  In 
Queensland primary schools the Developmental Continua and associated Year 2 Diagnostic Net, 
informed by normalising judgement and ‘saturated with the notion of a normalized sequence of 
child development’ (Walkerdine, 1984, p.155), describe what is considered developmentally 
appropriate learning-phase behaviour in young children and thereby actively predicates notions of 
what it is to be a normal young child.   
The Developmental Continua/Year 2 Diagnostic Net is a charting system that maps a child’s 
progress through ‘commonly agreed milestones’ that Education Queensland supporting literature 
states are ‘grouped into phases of development’ considered ‘typical in young children’ (Year 2 
Diagnostic Net, 1998).  Currently in Queensland children enter their first formal year of schooling, 
known as Grade One, the year they are to turn six years old.3  Upon their entry into Grade One and 
through to Grade Three, children are ‘individually assessed three times by the teacher in order to 
be placed on a scale for reading, writing and number’ (Grieshaber, 1997, p.30).  This scale, known 
as the Developmental Continua, was constructed in response to a review of the Queensland 
education curriculum and a “back to the basics” emphasis on reading, writing and arithmetic, 
otherwise known as ‘the traditional three Rs’ (Grieshaber, 1997, p. 28).  Although the 
Developmental Continua is applied from Grades One to Three and serves to elucidate children’s 
progress or non-progress during that period, its main locating function is called upon 15 months 
after a child begins Grade One.  Towards the end of second term in Grade Two, each child is 
assessed and their position is plotted on the Developmental Continua and then examined in 
reference to normative standards.  Through this application of process called the “Year 2 
Diagnostic Net”, those children falling below the specified level of acceptable proficiency in 
reading, writing and number are identified and provided with appropriate learning support 
programs.  Appropriately, the expression for their capture is that they have been “Caught in the 
Net”.    
When first implemented in 1995, the Developmental Continua/Year 2 Diagnostic Net was 
organised around a set of desired ‘benchmarks or standards … established to enable identification 
of children at risk’ (Grieshaber, 1997, p.30) of developing ‘inadequate levels of literacy and 
numeracy’ (Wiltshire et al., 1994, vol.1., p.xiv, in Grieshaber, 1997, p.29).  However by end 1996, 
schools were requested to reduce the number of children identified through the Net via the 
application of further qualifying criteria, as too many children were identified resulting in 
unprecedented referral for intervention and a subsequent funding crisis (Grieshaber, 1997).  This 
“tweaking” aimed at reducing the catchment to acceptable numbers in order to fit the ultimate 
determinant of funding, as opposed to the original imperative of attaining acceptable literacy and 
numeracy standards, demonstrates the arbitrary nature and artificiality of normative standards 
applied within the field of education.  However, Queensland is not alone in this experience, as 
Snow’s historical study relating to the introduction of age-grade-content policy in New South 
Wales (Snow, 1990), and Sleeter’s elucidation of the social construction of learning disability 
through educational standards reform during the 1960s in the US (Sleeter, 1986) will attest. 
These incidental effects of educational policy such as the Developmental Continua/Year 2 
Diagnostic Net discussed are significant, however, of interest in this paper are what could be 
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described as the referred incidental effects of such mechanisms - the pain of injury once removed.  
In identifying deviance from a normative standard, manufactured through political imperative 
(Grieshaber, 1997), the Developmental Continua operates to define the “normal” young child, 
creating a reified space for children who achieve within the parameters set by the standard of the 
day.  Those children who do not achieve to the set standards are then supported through remedial 
programmes, such as Support-a-Reader and Support-a-Writer.  Whilst these programs are regarded 
positively by educationalists, Henderson (2002) has demonstrated how children “caught in the 
Net” and supported through such ‘compensatory programs’ (Henderson, 2002, p.51), can become 
negatively conceptualised by educationalists using ‘narratives of blame as part of their theorisation 
of literacy failure’ (Henderson, 2002, p.50).  Problematically, the Developmental Continua/Year 2 
Net results are also used as an indicator of school performance and a mechanism to make teachers 
more accountable for learning outcomes (Grieshaber, 1997).  As Henderson argues (2002), 
methods that seek to attribute blame or causality for literacy failure (whether the gaze falls on the 
“deficient child” or on “deficient teaching”), can ensure that the ‘structures and characteristics of 
school and schooling remain unquestioned’ (Henderson, 2002, p.51) discouraging interrogation of 
the intrinsic inequity and arbitrary construction of ‘practices that are valued by school 
communities’ (Henderson, 2002, p.51). 
There is research supporting the rationale (Wiltshire et al., 1994) behind identification methods 
such as the Developmental Continua/Yr 2 Net and the monitoring of school/teacher performance 
and like Foucault, I maintain a critical position in that ‘not everything is bad but everything is 
dangerous’ (Foucault, 1984b).  Whilst probably adequately performing the function it was 
designed to do, the Developmental Continua/Yr 2 Net is dangerous because it is a normalising 
mechanism functioning in Foucaultian terms as a disciplinary technology or a form of ‘power that 
shape[s] subjects… through the process of normalisation’ (original emphasis, Olssen, 1999, p.24).  
Arguably, the Developmental Continua/Yr 2 Net qualifies as a instrument of disciplinary power 
by surveilling, normalising, classifying and representing very young children in what Olssen 
describes as ‘biologically essentialist terms’ (Olssen, 1999, p.161), and is aptly named for it 
diagnoses and pathologises differential learning rates in children.  This medical metaphor is 
consistent with Scheurich’s (1997) critique of positivist and postpositivist approaches, which 
‘assume that a social problem, for which a policy solution is needed, is like a disease’(Scheurich, 
1997, p.95).  This way of seeing is problematic as the child’s difficulty is predicated as natural, 
organic, biological or as Education Queensland literature states, ‘neurologically based’ 
(Appraisement Intervention, 2001; Year 2 Diagnostic Net, 1998), suggesting therefore, that the 
educational problem resides wholly within the defective organism that is ‘the slower learner’ 
(Appraisement Intervention, 2001, p.6).   
If I refer to my methodological framework, which looks to enunciations (Foucault, 1972) that 
determine whom a problem group is (Scheurich, 1997) and disciplinary technologies (Foucault, 
1983) that formulate how a group is seen or known as a problem (Scheurich, 1997), I then read the 
Developmental Continua and its objectification of the normal (and by virtue, abnormal) child-
learner as a disciplinary technology or ‘regime of light’ (Deleuze, 1992) that renders visible 
certain characteristics of interest and, in doing so, segregates children through a process consistent 
with that which Foucault describes as ‘discipline-normalisation’ (Foucault, 1975, p.52). 
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 Figure 2.  Demarcating Normality: The Developmental  
 Continua & Year 2 Diagnostic Net  
  
Informed by and intersecting with developmental psychological discourse, the Developmental 
Continua operates as a locus within my methodological net constituting both whom a problem 
group is (learning problematic children performing under an age-grade-content based norm) and, 
together with the application of another testing regimen, the Year 2 Diagnostic Net, actively 
constitutes how the group becomes known, (the mechanism by which the group is located or 
identified).  The Developmental Continua/Year 2 Diagnostic Net not only capture children 
performing under the specified norms but also act as a conduit; funnelling the children who either 
display significant deviance from the specified age-based norm and/or those whose difficulties are 
not ameliorated through the resulting short-term learning support programs.  These children then 
become subject to further Education Queensland identifying mechanisms, Appraisement 
Intervention and Ascertainment Procedures. 
Appraisement Intervention    
Appraisement Intervention is a school-based identification practice used to assess children that are 
thought to have severe learning difficulties or a learning disability (Ascertainment Procedures, 
2002, p.7).  Students characterised as having learning difficulties are described by Education 
Queensland as ‘those children who experience persistent problems with literacy, numeracy and 
learning how to learn’, and children with learning disabilities as those ‘with long-term problems 
and high support needs due to the neurological basis of their difficulties’ (Appraisement 
Intervention, 2001, p.5).  To qualify for external support measures, such as assistance through a 
Support Teacher: Learning Difficulties or for teacher aide time, the child’s difficulties must be 
relatively severe and not reducible to behavioural factors.   
Despite the “benevolent humanitarianism” (Ware, 2002, p.151) to be found within Appraisement 
Intervention discourse, there is a disturbing undercurrent that unquestioningly speaks to individual 
deficit as the causal factor in differential achievement.  For example, Appraisement Intervention 
documentation advocates information collection ‘to determine what the student knows and can 
do, what the student can do with support and what the student needs to learn’ in order to 
determine ‘how the student might be helped’ to ‘better access the classroom program’ (emphasis 
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added, Learning Difficulties: Appraisement, 2004, p. 2).  Drawing on deficit discourses, this short 
excerpt positions the student as the problem, effectively removing the classroom program and/or 
the way the program may be delivered from the field of investigation.  As with Henderson’s 
(2002) critique of the sight-sighted aims and negative effects of compensatory programs that 
function to obfuscate mainstream practices that ‘may have become normalised’ (Henderson, 2002, 
p.58), the discourses within Appraisement Intervention literature emphasise individual deficit in 
‘learning how to learn’ (Learning Difficulties: Appraisement, 2004).  This effectively deters 
schools and teachers from looking beyond ‘what is wrong with individual children towards 
investigating the ways that school, curriculum and teaching practices may advantage some groups’ 
and contribute to the underachievement of others (Henderson, 2002, p.59). 
Appraisement, like the Developmental Continua/Yr 2 Net involves observation, data collection, 
recording, classification and sorting of children into the different educational and discursive 
categories of learning disability or learning deficiency.  In Foucaultian terms, Appraisement 
Intervention is an instrument of disciplinary power (Foucault, 1983) which, by interacting with 
enunciative acts that speak of ‘students who learn more slowly than their peers’ (Appraisement 
Intervention, 2001, p.6), locates and objectifies a particular group of children as ‘slower learners’ 
(Appraisement Intervention, 2001) due to their inability to ‘access the curriculum’ (Appraisement 
Intervention, 2001, p.3).  This discursive characterisation again draws upon discourses that speak 
to individual deficit, which as Henderson (2002) has argued, not only has negative effects upon 
teacher perceptions of such students but also deters schools from interrogating the efficacy and 
equity of curriculum, school structure and pedagogical practice.  However, in addition to the 
effects elucidated by Henderson (2002), is how students themselves can come to internalise 
“truths” relating to individual deficit through schooling practices that differentiate and pathologise 
those who do not meet the standard of the day (Grieshaber, 1997, p.29).  
In their application of Butler’s theory of performativity to the pedagogical construction of ‘truths 
about the self’, Rasmussen & Harwood (2003) describe the effects of ‘specific practices of 
subjection’ (Rasmussen & Harwood, 2003, p.27) in eliciting and fixing performative student 
identities.  Rasmussen & Harwood (2003) discuss how a student was ‘hailed in pejorative ways’ 
and argue that this resulted in that student ‘coming to understand her self as “slow”’ and that this 
was ‘supported by an educational bureaucracy that produced schools that “streamed” students, 
creating educational spaces for people defined as “slow”’ (Rasmussen & Harwood, 2003, p.29).  
They contend that the pedagogical practice of labelling children ‘as “slow” or “troublesome”, or 
even as “gifted”’, can result in academic or behavioural “performances” being interpreted as 
‘confirmation of an innate characteristic’ (Rasmussen & Harwood, 2003, p.30).  Rasmussen & 
Harwood (2003) describe the deleterious effects of this labelling where ‘the label “slow” gradually 
alters from being transitory or descriptive, [and] may come to be seen as revealing truth about the 
individual’ (Rasmussen & Harwood, 2003).  Such labelling may affect teacher perceptions of 
individual school children (Henderson, 2002) but, as Rasmussen & Harwood (2003) attest, also 
may inscribe deficit subjectivities within particular school children.   
In this way, Appraisement Intervention can be interpreted as a dividing practice that ‘categorizes 
the individual, marks him by his own individuality, attaches to him his own identity, imposes a 
law of truth on him that he must recognize and others have to recognize in him’ (Foucault, 1983, 
p.214).  Foucault describes this as a ‘form of power that makes individuals subjects’ (Foucault, 
1983, p.214); on one hand, constituting the pedagogical identity of “the slower learner” and, on 
the other, constructing deficit individual subjectivities, forming and confirming inferior self-
identities.   
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 Figure 3.  Measuring the Distance: Appraisement Intervention 
 and the “Learning Problematic” 
 
Therefore, in enunciating, objectifying and differentiating this category, Appraisement 
Intervention formulates an educational space for the “learning problematic” and colludes with the 
Developmental Continua and Year 2 Diagnostic Net in categorising and objectivizing 
institutionally recognised forms of Otherness. 
Ascertainment Procedures    
Education Queensland defines a second group of children with ‘additional educational support 
requirements for learning’ (Ascertainment Procedures, 2002, p.7).  Education Queensland 
literature states that, ‘ascertainment identifies students with disabilities resulting in implications 
for educational outcomes and occurs once a student has a confirmed written diagnosis of an 
impairment in a disability category recognized and defined by Education Queensland for 
ascertainment’ (emphasis added, Ascertainment Procedures, 2002, p.4).  Those “recognised” 
disability categories are: autistic spectrum disorder (ASD), speech-language impairment (SLI), 
intellectual impairment (IL), hearing impairment (HI), physical impairment (PI), and vision 
impairment (VI).  
The Ascertainment disability category criteria are tightly specified.  For example, to qualify as 
Speech/Language Impaired a child must present with a speech/language ability more than two 
standard deviations below the mean for his or her age and this difficulty must not be attributable to 
socio-cultural factors, hearing, vision, intellectual or physical impairment, ethnicity, socio-
emotional or behavioural factors (Guidelines for Speech-Language Impairment, 2003).  Under 
Ascertainment Procedures, disability is graded into six levels from mild (level one) to profound 
(level six).  For a child to be recognised as having an ‘ascertainable disability’ (Education 
Queensland, 2002, p.7), and thus be eligible for meaningful resource allocation, they must be 
graded within levels four to six.   
However, in June of 2004, the Ministerial Taskforce on Inclusive Education (Students with 
Disabilities) identified this disability grading process as “seriously flawed” when handing down 
their final report to the Queensland Government.  The criticisms made of Ascertainment during 
the consultative process were that it was complex and time consuming, it did not support inclusive 
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practices because it emphasised labelling and utilised an individual deficit approach, was 
inflexible, the disability severity levels graded from level one to six failed to cover the full range 
of student needs and that the disability categories recognised were restrictive (EAP, 2004; 
Ministerial Taskforce on Inclusive Education, 2004).   
As a result, Education Queensland launched the Education Adjustment Program (EAP) in 2005, as 
a resourcing methodology to replace Ascertainment (EAP, 2004, p.21).  It’s benefits are touted as 
the ‘discontinuation of Ascertainment levels, less work for school staff, reduced focus on applying 
for resources and increased emphasis on educational planning, increased capacity to work with 
parents and increased flexibility with resources’ (EAP, 2004, p.20).  However, EAP retains the six 
restrictive disability categories, a two-tier (instead of six) support structure and reliance upon 
medical diagnosis and descriptions of impairment.  Whilst it perhaps functions more efficiently as 
a tool within an “inclusion as calculus” model to facilitate the placement and resourcing of 
children with recognised disabilities within the mainstream, EAP appears no more inclusive in 
practice than its predecessor, Ascertainment, as much of the criticism directed towards 
Ascertainment does not appear to have been addressed through the development of EAP.  Instead, 
it arguably serves as an example of policy reform that Slee & Allan describe as cosmetic 
adjustment to traditional schooling (Slee & Allan, 2001p. 176), lending support to Ware’s (2002) 
contention that ‘[e]ducation’s twin goals of efficiency and equity have proven increasingly 
paradoxical and antithetical to inclusion, … yet the system’s pathology continues to be recast as 
student pathology’ (Ware, 2002, p.144). 
Despite ample research pointing to the stigmatising and exclusionary effects of needs-based 
identification mechanisms, the Queensland Government education system is to persist with such 
methods for the foreseeable future; in effect, adroitly “shuffling the deck-chairs” whilst ignoring 
some of the key recommendations of its own Ministerial Taskforce.  Correspondingly, Vlachou 
(2004) describes reliance upon an ‘individualistic deficits approach’ as a ‘major problem of policy 
design and implementation’ (Vlachou, 2004, p.6).  She refers to well-established research in the 
area of inclusive education/disability studies and notes that although this approach has been 
criticised as ‘detrimental and counter-productive towards inclusion, it continues to dominate social 
conditions, relations and policy practices’ (Vlachou, 2004, p.6).  Disappointingly, Queensland’s 
hobbled reconceptualisation of Ascertainment through EAP simply confirms the validity of 
Vlachou’s argument. 
Individual deficit approaches couched in the discourse of “special needs” are problematic because 
they capture and fix individual vulnerabilities within an entextualising, clinical gaze.  As Slee & 
Allan poetically describe, ‘people and their complex sets of identities are reduced to anatomical 
shorthand’ (Slee & Allan, 2001, p.178).  Alternatively, scholars in disability studies argue for a 
way of seeing that is respectful of difference (Watts & Erevelles, 2004, p.276).  Instead of the 
current practice of measuring individuals against an abstract yardstick upon which degrees of 
deviance from a normative standard are marked, these scholars call for ‘the rejection of biological 
criteria as the sole determinant of difference’; a reconceptualisation of difference as ‘a historical, 
social and economic construct that is (re)constituted in complex ways’ (Watts & Erevelles, 2004, 
p.276); and, recognition of the discursive practices and material conditions that (re)produce 
difference as categories of Otherness. 
A second problematic with the individual deficit/special needs approach is the propensity for 
professional groups to propagate a ‘specific and technical discourse’ (Habermas, 1974 as cited in 
Slee, 1995, p.68) that reifies specific bodies of knowledge and delimits inquiry.  Slee (1995) 
contends that eventually, ‘the problem is transformed according to the perspective of the 
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profession.  After a time lay language is supplanted by the unassailable vocabularies of the 
profession’ (Slee, 1995, p.68).  In addition, Vlachou (2004) critiques the problem of dominant 
assumptions deployed through the “expertism” of professionals, which effectively excises the 
disabled person from the decision-making processes that affect their lives (Vlachou, 2004, p. 5).  
The paternalistic treatment of disabled school children and their families through resourcing 
mechanisms and policy informed by a ‘special education tradition, which portrays disability and 
needs in a particular restrictive way’ (Vlachou, 2004), fixes disabled children in a discursive cage 
or ‘special educational needs straightjacket’ (Slee & Allan, 2001, p.177).  In these ways, 
institutional practices such as Ascertainment and EAP serve to establish limited ways of knowing 
the disabled schoolchild and, in tandem with discourses that enunciate and construct 
“recognisable” (Butler, 1997) manifestations of Otherness, carve a marginal educational space for 
these children to inhabit. 
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 Figure 4.  Including the “Disabled”: Ascertainment Procedures 
 
Such meticulous policies, such as Appraisement Intervention and Ascertainment/EAP, also serve 
to obfuscate the dysfunctional aspects of schooling that serve to disenfranchise and alienate.  As 
Vlachou (2004) contends, ‘by focusing solely on the individual we miss the opportunity to explore 
how we can deal with the complex contradictions that render schools exclusive, not only for 
disabled pupils but for the non-disabled as well’ (Vlachou, 2004, p.7).  In concert with other 
scholars in critical education research (Henderson, 2002; Slee, 2001; Slee & Allan, 2001; Thomas 
& Glenny, 2000; Ware, 2002), Vlachou calls for a consideration of the ‘pathologies of schools that 
enable or disable students’, which she describes as the structures of schooling ‘that routinely deny 
human rights and exclude students on the basis of race, ethnicity, gender, disability, sexuality, 
class, and other social and personal characteristics’ (Vlachou, 2004, p.9).  It is with the latter in 
mind that I now move to consider the practices and processes complicit in the pedagogical 
construction of those children described as ‘behaviourally disordered’. 
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Towards the ‘external frontier of the abnormal’…4 
Although the dominant conceptualisation of ADHD is that it is a neurological disorder affecting 
cognitive processes relating to processing speed, abstract thought, impulse control and short-term 
memory over which the child has no control (Augustine & Damico, 1995; Forness & Kavale, 
2001; Green & Chee, 1997; Holmes, 2004; Purdie et al., 2002; Thompson, 1996), comprehensive 
research of Education Queensland policy documents and procedures indicates that Education 
Queensland does not recognise ADHD or “behaviour disorder” as either a learning 
difficulty/disability or disability (Appraisement Intervention, 2001; Ascertainment Procedures, 
2002; Students with Disabilities, 1996; Defining Students with Disabilities, 2001; EAP, 2004; 
Inclusive Education: Students with Disabilities, 2004; Year 2 Diagnostic Net, 1998).   
Interestingly, nor does Education Queensland discuss ADHD/behaviour disorder within the 
rhetoric espousing “inclusive” initiatives.  Since the diagnostic rate of ADHD (Ascertainment 
Procedures, 2002; Davis et al., 2001; Prosser et al., 2002; Reid et al., 1993) and concomitant 
prescription rate for stimulant medications (Mackey & Kopras, 2001) have increased dramatically 
in Australia over the past decade, one would assume that pedagogical engagement with this 
phenomenon would feature prominently in education department literature that speaks to 
innovation in pedagogical delivery, tolerance of difference and inclusiveness.  Instead, discussion 
of behaviour, whether disruptive, disordered or disturbed, is reductively consolidated within 
behaviour management policy and programs (ETRF, 2002; Hodges, 1990; SM-06: Management of 
Behaviour in a Supportive School Environment, 2002; SM-16: School Disciplinary Absences, 
1998). 
Institutional demarcation of the categories “normal”, “disabled” and “learning disabled” 
inadvertently acts to stigmatise those children whose particular difference does not fit within these 
parameters or might otherwise be described in ADHD vernacular.  In addition, both Appraisement 
Intervention and Ascertainment Procedures seek to identify and disqualify difficulties relating to 
attention, memory, processing speed, impulsivity, disruption, organization, compliance and self-
direction.  It appears that the presumption of these characteristics functions to alter the diagnostic 
terrain.  For example under Ascertainment, a child presenting with speech/language difficulties 
becomes ineligible for the disability category of Speech/Language Impairment (and meaningful 
educational support) if their difficulties can be attributed to primary causal factors ‘such as 
difficult behaviour, poor attention, limited memory, auditory processing disorders and limited 
communication environments’ (Guidelines for Speech-Language Impairment, 2003, p.17).  
Despite considerable debate in the field of speech language research as to the question of causality 
and the interrelation between speech language difficulties and those behavioural characteristics 
falling under the umbrella of ADHD (Bishop, 1989; Cantwell & Baker, 1991; Damico & 
Augustine, 1995), Education Queensland states that, ‘[t]he rationale for this exclusion is that the 
school can provide appropriate support to address the relevant factor/s within existing resources’ 
(Guidelines for Speech-Language Impairment, 2003, p.17).   
However, as I have already described there is no recognition of ADHD/behaviour disorder in 
Queensland educational support resourcing mechanisms.  Problematic “behaviour” and 
educational difficulties therein, become managed through behaviour management policy and 
programs (Hodges, 1990), not supported in the same way as educational difficulties arising from a 
“recognised impairment” within the learning disability/disability categories, as problematic as 
those processes may be.  Behaviour management (formerly known as the unpopular “behaviour 
modification”) is criticised even within the field of educational psychology and by respected 
scholars within that field.  According to Kaplan (1995), behaviour modification should be very 
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rarely necessary if effective classroom management and good teaching were already in place 
(Kaplan, 1995, pp.1-5).  Behaviour management discourse, however, proffers intervention as a 
‘therapeutic response’ to behaviour that is said to demonstrate need and, as Thomas & Glenny 
acknowledge, ‘because these therapeutic practices and procedures notionally constitute “help”, 
they are particularly difficult to refuse’ (Thomas & Glenny, 2000, p.284).   
It is through this discursive sleight of hand that the institution can provide differential treatment to 
children who become characterised by their display of unrecognised/unsanctioned forms of 
Otherness.  The location of these characteristics is, however, contingent upon the enduring 
pedagogical use of deficit discourses in conceptualising a child’s abilities and difficulties.  
Thomas & Glenny (2000) describe psychological discourse as a powerful recurring subtext that 
posits the real problem of difficult behaviour as a dispositional within-child factor (Thomas & 
Glenny, 2000, p.283) signalling emotional “need”, however, there is a subtle difference between 
the needs professionals attribute to the disruptive, disturbed or behaviourally disordered child in 
comparison to that of the “learning disabled” or “disabled” child, and perhaps this is what is being 
reflected in Education Queensland policy literature. 
Whilst Education Queensland policy mechanisms are actively constructing “recognised” 
(Education Queensland, 2002, p.4) categories of disability and learning disability in order to 
appropriate “special needs” funding and resources, an incidental category is constructed by virtue 
of these normalising identification processes.  It appears that whilst ADHD/behaviour disorder is 
not recognised within the realm of learning disability or disability, a litany of the so-called 
defining characteristics are still to be found within Appraisement and Ascertainment procedure 
documents, such as the Summary Report EQ Form Asc 02 (Ascertainment Procedures, 2002, 
p.11).  In this checklist, behavioural characteristics consistent with DSM-IV-TR diagnostic criteria 
for ADHD make up eight of twenty-four areas of difficulty, including ‘organisation and self-
direction; compliance; attention; interaction and participation; behaviours or difficulties that 
interfere with learning, e.g. memory, disruption; impulsivity; social skills; and safety’1 
(Ascertainment Procedures, 2002, p.11).  This is an astonishing number since Ascertainment is 
described as a procedure to identify students in the six disability categories recognised by 
Education Queensland, within which ADHD/behaviour disorder is not included.  Granted there is 
considerable overlap between the diagnostic criteria for Autistic Spectrum Disorders and ADHD, 
however, Appraisement Intervention (for learning disability) documentation lists ‘characteristics 
of students with learning difficulties’ such as ‘poor self-monitoring behaviours, attention 
difficulties and little automaticity’ (Appraisement Intervention, 2001, p.5), which are also 
consistent with ADHD diagnostic criteria.  
In theorising the tactics related to the production of psychiatric “truth” and the development of a 
power/knowledge specific to the human sciences, Foucault (1972) argues that ‘psychiatric 
discourse finds a way of limiting its domain, of defining what it is talking about, of giving it the 
status of an object – and therefore of making it manifest, nameable, and describable’ (Foucault, 
1972, p.46).  He maintains that the construction of categories and description of disorders (such as 
the evolving descriptions within the DSM) serves to provide the human sciences with a locatable 
object of scrutiny.  Within Ascertainment and Appraisement assessment guidelines, I have 
indicated the proliferation of unspecified psychiatric terminology consistent with not only Autistic 
Spectrum Disorders (recognised and supported through Ascertainment) but also Attention 
Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder.  The use of behavioural descriptors synonymous with ADHD 
                                                     
1
 Safety is underlined in EQ Form Asc 02.  The reason or symbolism of this underlining is not explained.    
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diagnostic criteria, such as attention and impulsivity, could arguably function with constitutive or 
interpellative effect (Althusser, 1971; Butler, 1997). 
As Butler argues, ‘[o]ne “exists” not only by virtue of being recognized, but, in a prior sense, by 
being recognizable (original emphasis, Butler, 1997, p.5).  Statements such as those in noted 
within Ascertainment and Appraisement literature are the means by which “disordered” discursive 
objects (Deleuze, 1988) become articulated and made manifest in a form that is “recognizable” 
(Butler, 1997).  It would be reasonable to argue that the behaviours outlined above resonate with 
things said within the discourse/s used to describe problematic behaviour in schools, effectively 
speaking into existence the “behaviourally disordered” schoolchild as a recognizable (Butler, 
1997) ‘object of discourse’ (Foucault, 1972, p.50).   
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Figure 5.  Towards the ‘external frontier of the abnormal’ 
Therefore, the definition of these characteristics within Ascertainment and Appraisement literature 
achieves three things.  First, through their enunciation within policy that seeks to ameliorate 
educational difficulties arising from individual deficit, these characteristics become synonymous 
with and indicative of pathology and thus, children displaying such characteristics fall under a 
disciplinary, diagnostic gaze.  Second, the lack of distinction echoed in the gaps between these 
enunciations and the palpable silence surrounding the issue of ADHD/behaviour disorder within 
the Queensland educational context invites an interpretive leap through which meaning, victim to 
the always-already in language, becomes vulnerable to (re)constitution via traces (Derrida, 1997) 
of psycho-biological discourse within the everyday vernacular used to describe child behaviour.  
Third and consequently, the interpellative effect (Althusser, 1971; Butler, 1997) of these 
enunciations evokes association with behaviour disorderedness discourse and the subsequent 
discursive construction of particular children as “behaviourally disordered”. 
It is my contention that such institutional practices, in combination with the pedagogical use of 
deficit discourses to describe children’s behaviour, are contributing to the burgeoning numbers of 
school children diagnosed with ADHD and other categories of disruptive behaviour disorder.  
Thus, a category of behaviour “disorderedness” that is not explicitly identified through its 
recognition as either an ascertainable disability or an appraisable learning difficulty/disability 
appears to be constructed as a consequence of the intersection of normalising identification and 
classification processes and categorising deficit discourses.  In classifying difference and dividing 
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school children into different categories of ‘difference’, these discursive, dividing practices not 
only mark those bound within those categories but also those who fall outside them.  For children 
who do not fall into institutionally recognised or sanctioned categories there is an ominous future; 
an increasingly punitive response that appropriates the individualistic and ‘inherently 
authoritarian’ (Collins, 1993, p.30 cited in Grieshaber, 1997, p.33) tenets of cognitive-behavioural 
psychology to firmly attribute culpability with the child (SM-16: School Disciplinary Absences, 
1998; Swayneville State School Supportive Environment Management Plan, 1995).   
In Conclusion 
Describing children using discourses that refer to attentional difficulties, distractibility, 
restlessness, impulsivity and lack of concentration has powerful and dangerous effects.  ADHD 
has come to signify not only the clinical diagnosis of a psychiatric disorder classified within the 
DSM-IV-TR, but the diagnostic vernacular has permeated social and educational discourses to the 
point that it is hard to describe or conceptualise children’s classroom mis/behaviour (Danforth & 
Navarro, 2001; Thomas & Glenny, 2000) in a way that does not invoke these dangerous 
categorising discourses.   Educational use of deficit discourses in describing children is highly 
problematic5 because certain words, such as hyperactive, impulsive and inattentive invoke 
particular associations with ADHD diagnostic criteria.  As this particular difference does not fit 
within the narrowly defined, institutionally recognised and supported categories of ‘disability’ or 
‘learning disability’ and can even result in the disqualification of support eligibility and 
instatement of exclusionary ‘management’ practices, these children can become defined as ‘Other’ 
in a very particular, isolating way.     
The systematic Othering and differential treatment of particular school children within the 
ostensibly inclusive Queensland educational context points to a serious problem within the politics 
of inclusion itself.  Education Queensland states a commitment guaranteeing inclusiveness 
(Ascertainment Procedures, 2002), however, what is problematic is the interpretation of what 
“inclusiveness” is and to whom it extends.  It is hoped that the incidental effects of the inclusion 
strategies elucidated within this paper may provoke consideration of and renewed debate over 
what “inclusion” and being “inclusive” really mean.  To conclude, I wish to suggest that the term 
“inclusion” implies a bringing in, a term reminiscent of and relevant to the de-segregation of 
students with disabilities and their placement in “the mainstream” (Slee, 1997, 2001; Ware, 2002).  
Apart from the demoralising and discriminatory effects identification and categorisation has upon 
children with disabilities (Allan, 2003; Slee, 2001; Vlachou, 2004), this paper illustrates the 
incidental effects such strategies may have upon children whose difference is not recognised but 
who nonetheless become “recognizable” through pedagogical discursive practices that hail and 
thus, speak into existence the “behaviourally disordered” child (Althusser, 1971; Butler, 1997).  
As such, it is imperative we move beyond limiting notions of inclusion which seek to incorporate 
“recognised” forms of Otherness within a reified mainstream; to instead develop an inclusive 
ecology that caters to all through the shared understanding that diversity and multiple ways of 
being are in fact “the norm”. 
____________________________________________________________ 
 
There is no exception to the laws of nature, there are exceptions to the laws of naturalists. 
    (Isidore Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire in Ewald, 1992, p.173) 
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1
 Here I am referring to the recognition (and non-recognition) of modes of dis/ability within Education 
Queensland Ascertainment Procedures: Ascertainment … occurs once a student has a confirmed written 
diagnosis of an impairment in a disability category recognized and defined by Education Queensland for 
ascertainment, i. Autistic spectrum disorder (ASD), speech language impairment (SLI), intellectual 
impairment (IL), hearing impairment (HI), physical impairment (PI), and vision impairment (VI)  (emphasis 
added, Ascertainment Procedures, 2002, p.4). 
2
 As this paper is in part derived from a current doctoral study that interrogates institutional and discursive 
practices within the Queensland context, Education Queensland policy comes under analysis, however, the 
argument being made can be extrapolated to any educational context using policy that relies on the 
psychological notion of the “norm” and the identification and spatialisation of children according to varying 
degrees of individual deficit.   
3
 In Australia, education remains the authority of State Governments.  This means each state has a separate 
educational system and differences in pedagogy, governance and structure can be found between each.  
Currently, one point of difference relating to the Queensland system is that the compulsory school age does 
not begin until the year the child turns 6 years of age at which point children enter Grade 1.  Queensland 
currently offers 12 years of formal schooling, whereas in other states, such as New South Wales, 13 years of 
formal schooling is offered and children enter Kindergarten around 5 years of age to commence their first 
compulsory year of schooling.  Queensland will be implementing a full-time Preparatory year in 2007 to 
bring this state system more into line with other Australian states, however enrolment in Prep will not be 
compulsory.  In addition, Queensland differs in that the Primary years include Grades 1-7 and Secondary 
school includes Grades 8-12.  New South Wales, for example, Primary includes K-6 and Secondary is from 
7-12.  The assessment/assessment practices and final examination schema are also unique to each state. 
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4
 This is a reference to Foucault’s discussion of normalisation as an instrument of modern disciplinary 
power in which normative practice ‘traces the limit that will define difference in relation to all other 
differences, the external frontier of the abnormal’ (Foucault, 1977, p.183). 
 
5
 As Glass & Wegar elucidate in their study of teacher perceptions of the incidence of ADHD, individual 
interpretation of ADHD characteristics in school children is highly subjective and can be influenced by 
external factors such as class size and teaching philosophy (Glass & Wegar, 2000). 
